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Mr. John Bullard
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office
55 Great Republic Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 L NEWENGLAND
; : FISHERY |
MANAGEMENT CO%L%?I

Dear Mr. Bullard:

I am the owner of the charter fishing boat RELENTLESS and fish out of Green Harbor,
and Boston, MA. I am writing to you regarding the proposed bag limits and minimum
sizes for Gulf of Maine haddock. Tam extremely concerned with the economic
consequences if any of the current draft proposals are put into place. In the Memorandum
dated November 10™ 2014 by Jamie M. Cournane, PhD, Groundfish Plan Coordinator to
the Groundfish Committee , Biological and Economic Impacts Analysis for Framework
Adjustment 53 (FW 53) to the Multispecies (Groundfish) Fishery Management Plan
(attached), she makes a few excellent recommendations.

Under the Amendment 53 draft proposal, it recommends bag limits of two to three
haddock per angler and size limits from 17” to 21” depending on the options and models
with only a four month season from May through August. It is my understanding these
proposals are partially based on the Gulf of Maine Catch Estimates for fishing years,
2012, 2013 and 2014 (attached). Ihave reviewed the catch numbers of both landings and
discards and have to seriously dispute the accuracy of the data. An example of this is in
Table 1, the haddock catch numbers in 2014 indicate an increase of 208,797 fish while
the season was shortened by a full two months and the average catch per angler per trip
was 0.7 fish. Another example is in Table 9 (All Gulf of Maine Angler Trips By Fishing
Year and Mode) indicates 78,167 angler trips on charter boats during FY 2014. This
would mean on a typical six pack charter boat with six anglers there would be seventy-
two charter boats fishing every day for six months from mid April through mid
November. The number of private boat angler trips increases substantially to 1,339,474
during FY 2014 which is impossible.

The data also indicates during 2014 there was 680,4453 haddock caught based on the
total of landed and released fish. Of those 129,978 were kept and 680, 665 were released
resulting in the landings being 19% of all caught fish. This is clearly a result of the 22”
minimum size limit, |

Using these figures from the attached documents based on unrealistic flawed Marine
Recreational Information Program (MRIP) data to determine bag and size limits is
unacceptable. It clearly shows there is a problem with both the MRIP Data and the
assumed 50 percent mortality discard rate.

In the 59th SAW Assessment Summary Report, Gulf of Maine Haddock Assessment
Summary for 2014 states “This assessment has assumed a 50% mortality rate of
recreational discards. While the assessment results were shown to be relatively
insensitive to this assumption, it does have implications for management and catch
allocation between the commercial and recreational fleets. Experimental work is
needed to reduce the uncertainty of this 50% mortality assumption”, It is critical that
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fundmg be all_éca‘tedl_to conduct studies to determine a more realistic discard rate on Gulf
- of Maine Haddock. .

I agree with Dr. J amie Cournane in her memorandum that discards can be reduced by
using circle hooks when using bait and single J hooks on jigs when fishing for cod and

- haddock.

The charter party fleet is in distress right now and I know many who are honestly selling
off and going out of business. The historical base of customers, many who have fished in
the GOM for cod and haddock for decades are now targeting other areas to fish. Even if
regulations are relaxed during FY 2016, 2017 or beyond these customers WILL NOT
RETURN. Once they fish in another location, this will become the norm. Charter and
party boats are in business and not a private recreational vessel. They are not much
different than a commercial vessel except they do not sell their catch and are the resource
to provide the public with access to a public resource. They have boat mortgages, high
liability insurance, advertising costs, maintenance, dockage and other expenses to be
profitable. A charter boat or party boat can’t survive with a four month season and low
bag limits.

My recommendations are it is imperative to get a handle on the actual landings and
discards of GOM haddock and cod. It is clear there are major issues with the MRIP data
based on the number of angler trips taken. 1 have seen my customers asked how many
fish were caught, released etc and honestly they have no idea. They ask each one and the
surveyor writes the information down, I fill out my VTR and get called at night for
additional information during the week. How many times this single trip ran or he fish
landed or released being reported? I believe it is multiple time and it is wrong. I have
heard council members and Mr. Bullard state, we know there are problems but it is the
best data we have. I find this unacceptable to be using questionable data to make
management decistons which result in someone being able to stay in business.

Educate anglers or put regulations in place to have anglers use circle hooks with bait and
a single J hook on jigs when fishing for GOM cod and haddock.

Substantially reduce discards by reducing the minimum size limit from 22” to 17” which
will result in anglers throwing back less fish,

Create a bag limit which will attract customers allowing charter and party boats to stay in
business. Irecommend a twelve fish bag limit at 17”. This does not mean anglers will
catch twelve fish but provide the perception to bring them on board. If there needs to be a
smaller bag limit for the private boater who has the opportunity to fish multiple times
compared to the for hire customer who only goes a single time a year it will allow the for
hire boat to stay afloat. This is already in effect for several species around the country.

In summary 1 am asking you not to implement small bag limits of two to three haddock
based on flawed MRIP data and to help the boats in the charter/party industry attract
customers and continue in a fishery that is decades old. It will also help the private



boater with an increase in the bag limit and decrease in size. Please consider removing
the two month closure on GOM haddock during September and October which will at
least give the owners of for hire vessels a chance to remain in business.

If you have any questions regarding my comments, please feel free to contact me anytime.

Respectfully,

Dave Waldrip
Charter Boat RELENTLESS

Copy: Mr. Barry Gibson
Mr. Terry Stockwell
Mr. Frank Blount
Mr. Tom Nies
Dr. Jamie Cournane
Dr. David Pierce
Mr. Terry Alexander
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New England Fishery Management Council
50 WATER STREET | NEWBURYPORT, MASSACHUSETTS 01950 | PHONE 978 465 0492 | FAX 978 4653116
EF. “Terry” Stockwell, Chairman j Thomas A. Nies, Exacutive Director

MEMORANDUM
DATE: November 10, 2014
TO: Groundfish Committee
FROM: Jamie M. Cournane, PhD), Groundfish Plan Coordinator

SUBJECT: Biological and Economic Impacts Analysis for Framework Adjustment 53
(FW 33) to the Multispecies (Groundfish) Fishery Management Plan

In preparation for the Groundfish Committee meeting on November 12-13, 2014, this memo
includes biological and economic impacts analysis for Framework Adjustment 53 (FW 53) to the
Multispecies (Groundfish) Fishery Management Plan.

Attached you will find:

¢ Biological Impacts- remaining analysis in Section 7.1

o Recreational Fishery - Gulf of Maine Cod and Haddock: Review of Recreational
Bioeconomic Model, Potential AMs for FY 20135, and Recreational Fishery Economic
Impacts of Measures in FW 53

Additional economic impact analysis will be brought to the Committee meeting. An addendum
to draft FW 53 (section 7.4 Economic Impacts) will be provided for the November Council
meeting incorporating the economic information.



Environmental Consequences - Analysis of Impacts
Biological Impacts

ADDENDUM TO DRAFT FRAMEWORK ADJUSTMENT 53

7.0 Environmental Consequences — Analysis of Impacts
7.1 Biological Impacts

7.1.1  Updates to Status Determination Criteria, Formal Rebuilding Programs and Annual Catch
Limits

Already provided.
7.1.2 Commercial and Recreational Fishery Measures
7.1.2.1 GOM Cod Spawning Area Closures

The GOM stock of Atlantic cod is comprised of two genetically distinet groups whiose spawning activity
overlaps in space, but not in time (i.e., “winter” and “spring” spawners) (Kovach et al:;; 2010; Zemeckis et
al., 2014). Within these broad groups are several smaller sub-components that form spawning
aggregations at predictable times and locations. At one time, numerous aggregations of spawning cod
could be found all along the GOM coast (Ames 2004). Unfortunately, most of these spawning grounds
are now vacant, and current cod spawning activity appears restricted to a narrow range of coastline from
NH to MA. Cod exhibit high fidelity to their spawning sites, and recent studies on sprmg spawning GOM
cod have shown that tagged females are capable of returning to the same precise spawning location
(within <10m) over multiple years (Dean et al., 2014; Zemeckis et al., 2014b). This spatial and temporal
predictability makes individual spawning groups particularly \_rulnerabie to depletion, and there is little
indication that once a site-specific spawning component is lost that the area can be recolonized.

Some of the remaining GOM cod spawning aggregations are well documented and small seasonal fishery
closures have been implemented in an attempt to protect them from disruption and depletion (Armstrong
et al., 2013). However, these examples as well as similar experiences in other cod stocks have pointed to
a need for broader-scale measures (i.e., at the scale of 30-min blocks) to prevent further loss of population
structure and enhance the potential for recruitment success m the future (Zemeckis et al., 2014a),

7.1.2.1.1 Option 1: No Action
Impacts on regulated groundfish.

Option 1\No Action would maintain the existing GOM cod spawning closure area (Whaleback)
implemented in Franmiework Adjustment 45. Tt is reasonable to expect that this area would continue to
result in positive impacts to GOM cod and other regulated groundfish as it limits commercial and
recreational fishing during the designated timeframes of the closure (i.e,, June 1-June 30:Commercial
vessels; April 1-June 30: recreational vessels). Specifically, use of gear capable of catching groundfish is
prohibited in this area during the closure. Although Option 1\No Action is likely to continue to provide
positive impacts to GOM cod and regulated groundfish species, as the Option 1\No Action area closure is
shorter in duration and encompasses a smaller area than the areas proposed in Sub-Options A and B,
Option 1\No Action would have less of a positive impact on GOM cod and other regulated groundfish
than either option. As a result, Option 1\No Action is likely to have positive impacts on regulated
groundfish species.
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Impacts on other species

It is reasonable to expect that this area would continue fo result in positive impacts to other species that
may be co-caught with other regulated groundfish as it limits commercial and recreational fishing during
the designated timeframes of the closure (i.e., June-June 30:Commercial vessels; April-June: recreational
vessels). Although Option 1\No Action is likely to continue to provide positive impacts to other species,
as the Option 1\No Action area closure is shorter in duration and encompasses a smaller area than the
areas proposed in Sub-Options A and B, Option1\No Action would have less of a positive impact on other
species than either option. As a result, Option 1\No Action Alternative is likely to have a positive impact
on other species.

7.1.2.1.2 Option 2: Additional GOM cod Spawning Protection Measures
The Council may select Sub-Option A or Sub-Option B.

During particular months, Sub-Options A and B would provide protection for both remaining spawning
components (winter and spring) for the GOM cod stock. Protection of spawning is needed to ensure that
the low SSB of this stock has the opportunity for successful spawning events which is essential to prevent
failures in future year classes through recruitment success. Spawning success from a low stock biomass
does have the potential for rapid stock rebuilding. However further declines in SSB and disruption of
spawning behavior will further reduce the probablllty of rebuilding an 1mp0rtant future cod resource.

Sub-Options A and B include 30 minute b!ocks that would be closed for specrﬁc months throughout the
year to protect spawning cod. Appendix Il (Analytic Techniques: Identifying location and times of
spawning for Gulf of Maine cod) summarizes the analysis to examine GOM cod spawning.

Multip]e independent data sources and analytical approaches were used to identify the areas important to
spawning cod in the GOM, at the scale of the 30-min month-block. Notable discrepancies exist between
these analyses and the FW53 closure Sub -Options A and Sub-Option B, including:

1) Significant spawning occurs in February and Juiy, both of which are absent from Sub-Option A
and Sub-Option B o

2) March: appears to be a time w1th 11m1ted spawnmg, yet is included in both Sub-Option A and Sub-
Optlon B :

3) : The northward shrﬂ in closure areas (from May to June) under both Sub- -Option A and Sub-
Option B does not match existing data on the latitudinal progression of spawning. Blocks 124
and 125 continue to be important in June.

4) Sub-Option B would protect a small fraction of the area that is import to spring spawning cod.

Analysis suggests that to more-fully protect spawning cod, while at the same time allow access to areas
that do not support aggregations of spawning cod these times/arcas are important: blocks 124, 125, 132,
133 for the months of November through February, and blocks 124, 125, 132, 133, 139, 140 for the
months of April through July.

Sub-Option A:

Sub-Option A would create discreet GOM cod closure areas in May, June, November through January,
and March through April. The May spawning closure restricts commercial and recreational fishing in
areas of the Western Gulf of Maine (WGOM). This spawning area overlaps with the WGOM closed area,
and includes all of Ipswich Bay, and Massachusetts Bay, including Stellwagen Bank National Marine
Sanctuary. The April spawning area covers the northern portion of the WGOM, and overlaps with the
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WGOM closed area. The November through January closure restricts fishing from Massachusetts Bay
east to Stellwagen Bank, and the southern extent of the WGOM closed area. The March to April
spawning closure area would prohibit fishing in Ipswich Bay, Massachusetts Bay, including Stellwagen
Bank, and overlaps with the western GOM closed area. Furthermore, CATT analysis suggests that
spawning activity for haddock and yellowtail flounder occur in the spring closure areas (NEFMC 2013).

Impacts on regulated groundfish

Sub-Option A would likely reduce fishing effort, and subsequently reduce fishing mortality. It is expected
that effort shifts may occur as result of Sub-Option A’s seasonal closures. Sub-Option A is likely to
reduce fishing effort, and ultimately fishing mortality more than Sub-Option B because Sub-Option B
closes a smaller overall area than Sub-Option A during the same months: Therefore, Sub-Option A would
have a greater positive impact on GOM cod and other regulated groundﬁshkspemes when compared to

when compared to the No Action alternative.

Impacts on other species

Sub-Option A would likely reduce fishing effort, and subsequently rediice fishing mortality: It is expected
that effort shifts may occur as result of Sub-Option A’s seasonaliclosures. Sub-Option A is likely to
reduce fishing effort, and ultimately fishing mortality more than Sub-Option B because Sub-Option B
closes a smaller overall area than Sub-Option A dunng the same months Therefore, Sub- Optlon A would
have a greater positive impact on other species co
compared to Sub-Option B. Both sub-options could be expected to pos1t1veiy 1mpaot other species when
compared to the No Action alternative. : -

Sub-Option B:

Sub-Option B would c_rea discreet GOM cod closure areas in May, June, November through January,
and March through April.The May spawmng closure is smaller than the Option A May closure, and
restricts commercial and recreational ﬁs]:ung in Massachusetts Bay and Ipswich Bay. The April spawning
closure area covers.a portion of the inshore GOM; inicluding Ipswich Bay, and overlaps with the existing
GOM cod spawitinig closure area. The November through January closure restricts fishing in
husetts Bay, and on Stellwagen Bank. The March to April spawning closure area covers the same
¢a as the May closure Furthermore; CATT analysis suggests that spawning activity for haddock
and yello t a11 ﬂounder occur In the sprmg closure areas (NEFMC 2013).

Impacts on regulated groundf sk

Sub-Option B would ly reduee fishing effort, and subsequently reduce fishing mortality. It is expected
that effort shifts may oceur as result of Sub-Option B’s seasonal closures. When compared to the No
Action/Option 1, Sub-Option B would likely positively affect multispecies stocks by reducing fishing
effort in inshore areas at times of the year when cod are particularly vulnerable Both sub-options could
be expected to positively impact regulated groundfish species when compared to the No Action
alternative.

Impacts on other species
Sub-Option B would likely reduce fishing effort, and subsequently reduce fishing mortality. It is expected
that effort shifts may occur as result of Sub-Option B’s seasonal closures. When compared to the No

Action/Option 1, Sub-Option B would likely positively affect multispecies stocks by reducing fishing

177-3



Environmental Consequences — Analysis of Impacts
Biological Impacts

effort in inshore areas at times of the year when cod are particularly vulnerable Both sub-options could
be expected to positively impact other species when compared to the No Action alternative.
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7.1.2.2 Prohibition on the Possessmn of GOM cod
7.1.2.2.1 Optlon 1 No Actlon

Impacts on regulated oundﬁsh'~

No Action, there would be no revision to the retention regulations of GOM cod. This would

0 require sector vessels to re d land all legal sized cod, and common-pool and recreational
ﬁshermen-to retain and land all ‘legal sized'cod up to a trip or bag limit, respectively. Each component of
the fishery would continye to operate under strict catch limits and AMs. Option 1 is not expected to
change behavior.inthe ﬁshery, in and of itself, and therefore is expected to have a neutral impact on
regulated groundﬁsh :

Impacts on other speczes

This option would not be expected to have any direct impacts on other species. This option would not be
expected to lead to any changes in catches of other species, and would not affect the management of those
specics.
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7.1222 Option 2: Prohibition on the possession of GOM cod
Impacts on regulated groundfish

This option would prohibit possession of GOM cod by all commercial and recreational vessels (i.e. all
vessels would be required to discard all GOM cod). Option 2 retains allocations of GOM cod for the
groundfish fishery, and fishing effort is expected to be a function of the allocated ACL. In theory, this
measure would not allow fishing effort to increase because commercial and recreational fisheries would
continue to operate under strict catch limits and AMs. While landings and possession would be
prohibited, all cateh, in theory, would be accounted for, however there are additional considerations.

The prohibition on the possession of GOM cod is likely to have differing effects for commercial and
recreational fisheries (see Economic Impacts section XXX). Under Option 2 there is a potential loss of
information on GOM cod (i.e., collection of biclogical samples frofi landed fish) and zero possession
could increase uncertainty of catch estimates. The general lack of blologlcal data aid increases in the
discards could result in higher uncertainty with the removals:and degrade the stock assessment and
knowledge with regards to potential changes in future stock status. No possession will-likely further
increase the concerns with observer effects and unaccounted for mortality. In addition, revious work on
the discard monitoring showed that trimming of large tows from the estimator will result ina large bias in
the discard estimate (hitp://nefsc.noaa.gov/groundfish/discard/); “The discard estimation methodology
review did not recommend omitting observed large or low dis w information from the data stream
in the discard estimator when monitoring the discards. The blologlcal impacts may be similar on paper
between Optlon 1\No Action and Option 2 since the theoretical cateh limit is the same, but under no
possession as in Optlon 2 the uncertainty on whether: mortahty target-wilkbe achieved increases since
there are increases in the uncertainty associated with the estit ed catch, Uncertainty increases in Option
2, because what would have been known landings under Option-1\No.Action are now being converted
mto a dlscard estimate. In add1tlon there is uncertamty in the assumed discard mortahty rates assomated

not well known since th e are very few survival raie studtes on GOM cod. Uncertainty with regards to
the true mortality on GOM cod will be hlgher in Optlon 2 relative to Optlon 1'No Actlon Therefore,
Option 2 would have negative: tmpacts‘

: -; GOM cod, fishing mortality would be reduced. If that occurs,
Optlon 2 would be expected tohave low positive impacts on GOM cod when compared with Option 1/No
Action. Likewise if fishermen and angler avoid GOM cod, Option 2 is expected to have low positive
impacts on other regulated groundﬁsh species co-caught with GOM cod when compared to Option 1/No
Action.

Impacts on other species
This option would not be expected to have any direct impacts on other species. This option would not be

expected to lead to any changes in catches of other species, and would not affect the management of those
species.
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7.1.2.3 Observer Requirements in the Guif of Maine

7.1.2.3.1 Option I: No Action

Impacts on regulated groundfish

The No Action alternative would make no changes to regulations, and reporting requirements that are
currently in place for all limited access groundfish vessels. Option 1 is not expected to change behavior in

the fishery, in and of itself, and therefore is expected to have a neutral impact on regulated groundfish.

Impacts on other species

This option would not be expected to have any direct impacts on other "Specles This option would not be
expected to lead to any changes in catches of other species, and would not affect the management of those
species. :

7.1.232 Option 2: Revised Obsetver Requireme’ﬁfé- on trips if.the GOM
Impacts on regulated groundfish

The Option 2 would prohibit all limited accéss:groundfish Vesseir‘s'.tﬁat:conduct fishing activity west of 70
I5W longitude in the GOM broad stock repdiﬁhg"area (BSA 1) fromfi Shing in multiple broad stock

an additional VMS reporting requirement and vébuid prohlblt vessels that fish to the westof 70 15 W
iongitude from fishing in multlpie broad stock reportmg areas’ unless carrymg and observer,

Analysis of commercial cod catchm' the GOM usmg VTRs suggests that the majority of that catch comes
from 30 minute blocks.124 and 132 (Michael Palmer personal communication; Palmer 2014; Richardson
et al. 2014), More recently there is some evidence for hlgher relative cod catch coming from the eastern
edge of the GOM closure in blocks 132 and 138 as the fleet moved further offshore to avoid cod with the
reductions in the: GOM cod AC] owever-the highest catch rates still show that the heart of the GOM
cod population is stil 24 and 132. For comparison, the 70 15 W line bisects blocks 124
and 132.:The significance of:70 15 W is that it is the western boundary of the WGOM closure. While 70
15 W bisects 124 and 132, it only really affects a small portion in the southeastern quadrant of 124, and
hlstoricaﬂy, there has not beerta; ubstantiai removal of GOM cod from this area.

To the extent t t there will be additional reportmg reqmrements for vessel’s conductmg fishing activity
regulated groundﬁsh spemes_ However Option 2 has the capability to invalidate the unbiased nature of
the discard estimation procedures currently in use. The provision increases the likelihood that the sample
of vessels covered by obscrvers will have a different spatial distribution from unobserved vessels. For
example, consider a sector that traditionally fishes broadly throughout the Gulf of Maine and Georges
Bank regions (i.e., many of the trips declare into multiple BSAs). If high discards of GOM cod occur west
of 70°15” W, then the discards rates from observed trips will be higher than those of unobsetved trips,
resulting in the sample not being representative of the population.

This provision it is intended to reduce the misreporting of inshore GOM cod caiches. Unfortunately, it
will potentially bias discard estimates for trips that intend to fish in multiple BSAs. Option 2 would result
in an increased potential for observer bias, thus having a negative impact on all groundfish species when
compared with Option 1\No Action.
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Impacis on other species

This option would not be expected to have any direct impacts on other species. This option would not be
expected to lead to any changes in catches of other species, and would not affect the management of those
species.

References

Palmer MC. 2014, 2014 Assessment update report of the Gulf of Maine Atlantic cod stock. US Dept
Commer, Northeast Fish Sci Cent Ref Doc. 14-14; 119 p. Available from: National Marine Fisheries
Service, 166 Water Street, Woods Hole, MA 02543-1026, or online at hitp://nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/

Richardson, D.E., M. C. Palmer, and B. E, Smith. 2014 The influence of forage fish abundance on the
aggregation of Gulf of Maine Atlantic cod (Gadus moriua) and their catchablhty in the fishery. Canadian
Journal of Fisheries and Aguatic Sciences, T1 (9), 1349-1362,

7.1.2.4 Rollover of Groundfish Specifications
7.1.24.1 Option 1: No Action
Impacts on regulated groundfish

In the absence of specifications for a stock due to a delay in rulemaking, fishing would not be allowed in
the broad stock area for that stock. There are currently no provisions within the Northeast Multispecies
FMP that allow for specifications to be rolled forward into the next fishing year to enable fishing to begin
of time at the start of the fishing year (¢.g. from FY 2014'to FY 2015). In the event of a delay in
rulemaking, the No Action would decrease fishing effort in all broad stock reporting areas (GOM, GB,
SNE) at the start of the fishing year, which is expected to reduce overall fishing morality on regulated
groundfish, and would havea positive impact on the resource,

Impacts on other species

In the event of a delay in rulemaking, the No Action: would decrease fishing effort in all broad stock
reporting areas (GOM, GB, SNE) at the start of the fishing yéar, , which is expected to reduce overall
fishing morality on regulated-groundfish, and would have a positive impact on other species co-caught
with regulated groundfish. . :

7.1.24.2 Option 2; Percéntage Rollover Provisions for Specifications
The Council may select either sub-option A, B, or C.

Option 2 would allow the FY to begin on time in the event of a delay in rulemaking by rolling forward
specification values from one fishing year into the next (e.g. from FY 2014 to FY 2015). Sub-options A,
B, and C would roll forward a percentage of the prior year’s stock specific ACL up to a value that may
not exceed the stock’s acceptable biological catch (ABC) for the upcoming fishing year. The default
rollover ACL would be replaced by new, updated specifications upon rulemaking, This is an
administrative measure that, in and of itself, is not expected to impact fishing effort or behavior over the
course of an entire fishing year. However, varying percentages would allow varying levels of fishing
effort — and subsequent fishing mortality — in the event of a major delay in rulemaking,.

177-7



Environmental Consequences — Analysis of Impacts
Biological Impacts

Sub-Option A: Rollover 35% of all groundfish stocks to the following FY.
Impacts on regulated groundyish

Sub-Option A is less conservative than Sub-Options B and C. These default rollover measures would
have may have slightly negative impact on regulated groundfish species when compared to Sub-Options
B and C because this option would allow the fishery to catch up to 35% of the prior year’s ACL before
new specifications are adopted.

Sub-Option A would have a slightly negative impact on regulated groundfish species when compared to

Option 1\No Action because the No Action would reduce significantly reduce fishing effort and therefore
reduce fishing mortality.
Impacts on other species

Sub-Option A is less conservative than Sub-Options B and C. These default rollover measures may have
slightly negative impact on other species co-caught with regulated groundfish when compared to Sub-
Optlons B and C because this option would allow the groundfish fishery to catch up t6:35% of the prior
year’s ACL before new specifications are adopted. Sub-Option A would have a slightly negative impact
on other species co-caught with regulated groundfish when: compared:to: Option 1\No Action.

Sub-Option B: Rollover 20% of all groundfish stocks to the féIEo___ 1g FY.

Impacts on regulated groundfish

Sub-Option B is the more conservative than Sub- Optlon A; but less conservatlve than Sub-Option C.
These default rollover measures would have shghtly positi mpacts on regulated groundfish species
when compared to Sub-Option A, and a slightly negative impact when compared to Sub-Option C
because this would allow the fishery to.catch up to 20% of the prior year’s ACL before new specifications
are adopted. Sub-Option B.would ha slightly negative impact on groundfish species when compared
to Option]1\No Action because the N Action would reduce significantly reduce fishing effort and
therefore reduce fishmg mortahty

Impacts on. otker specze

Sub-O'ﬁftiog B is the more conservative than Sub-Option A, but less conservative than Sub-Option C.
These default rollover measures would have slightly positive impacts on other species co-caught with
regulated groundfish when compated to Sub-Option A, and a slightly negative impact when compared to
Sub-Option C because this would allow the groundfish fishery to catch up to 20% of the prior year’s ACL
before new specifications are ad_opted Sub-Optien B would have a slightly negative impact on other
species co-caught with regulated groundfish when compared to Option1\Ne Action.

Sub-Option C: Rollover10% of all groundfish stocks to the following FY.
Impacts on reguiated groundfish

Sub-Option C is the most conservative of the default rollover measures under consideration, and would
have may have slightly positive impacts on regulated groundfish species when compared to Sub-Options
A or B because this would only allow the fishery to catch up to 10% of the prior yeat’s ACL before new
specifications are adopted. Sub-Option C would have a slightly negative impact on regulated groundfish
species when compared to the Option 1\No Action because the No Action would reduce significantly
reduce fishing effort and therefore reduce fishing mortality. .
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Environmental Consequences — Analysis of Tmpacts
Biological Impacts

Impacts on other species

Sub-Option C is the most conservative of the default rollover measures under consideration, and would
have may have slightly positive impacts on other species co-caught with regulated groundfish when
compared to Sub~0pti0ns A or B because this would only allow the groundfish fishery to catch up to 10%
of the prior year’s ACL before new specifications are adopted. Sub-Option C would have a slightly

negative impact on other species co-caught with regulated groundfish when compared to the Option 1\No
Action,

7.1.2.5 Sector ACE Carryover
7.1.2.5.1 Option 1: No Action

Impacts on regulated groundfish

The No Action alternative would continue to allow groundfish sectors to carry over up to 10% of their
unused sector ACE, as outline in Amendment 16. However, the 10%.could not be 1mp1em'
the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia’s April4; 2014 rulmg on NMFS’ cart
measures included in the Framework Adjustment 50 rulemaking, which invalidated and vacated the FY
2013 carryover measures. The ruling also specified that a ‘total potential catch’ (the total ACL plus 10%
unused ACE carryover) cannot exceed the ABC for any stock. This:revision is necessary to cap the
amount of carryover that can be harvested to ¢ngure that the ‘total pofential catch’ (i.e., total ACL + max.
carryover) does not exceed the ABC for the fishing year in which the carriéd.over ACE may be harvested.
Option 1/No Action may lead to changes in catches of regulated groundfish species if carryover on
regulated groundfish stocks is not implemented and fishing is:teduced as'a consequence. Therefore, No
Action would have low posrfwe lmpacts on regulated groundﬁsh's ______cks when compared with Option 2.

[mpacts on other Specze_

This option would not bee pected to’ have any direct 1mpacts on other species. This option may lead to

7.1.252

Option 2: M061 fication to Sector ACE carryover

Impacts on regulated groundfish’

Option 2 would modif Sector carryover provisions in Amendment 16. Carryover effectively increases
the total amount of aHocatlon a sector can catch in the following fishing year.

Option 2 would allow groundfish sectors to carry forward up to 10% of unused ACE provided that the
total unused sector ACE carried forward for all sectors from the previous FY does not exceed the ABC
level minus the ACL for the fishing year in which the carryover would be landed. This provision keeps
catches within the prescribed acceptable biological catch, and in and of itself, is not expected to change
fishing effort or behavior. This is an administrative alternative and is not expected to have an impact
regulated groundfish species. With a reduced, and unknown (will it be 10% or less this year?), possibility
to carry over quota, sectors may be more inclined to attempt to fully fish their ACE, including any
reserve, to avoid the risk of losing quota.
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Environmental Consequences — Analysis of Tmpacts
Biological Impacts

Impacts on other species

Option 2 reduces the overall amount of ACE that may be carried over from one fishing year to the next,
and may lead to reductions in fishing effort, and therefore may reducing impacts on other species.
Therefore, No Action would have low negative impacts on other species when compared with Option 2.
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Gulf of Maine Cod and Haddock: Review of Recreational Bioeconomic Model, Potential AMs
for FY 2015, and Recreational Fishery Economic Impacts of Measures in FW 53

Analysis of Potential Recreational Fishing Accountability Measures for FY 2015

A bioeconomic model, developed by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center’s Social Sciences
Branch, was used to estimate FY 2015 recreational Gulf of Maine cod and haddock mortality
under alternative size and possession limit accountability measures (AMs). The model predicts
that under a zero possession fimit Gulf of Maine (GOM) cod mortality will exceed the
recreational sub-ACL under consideration in Option 2 (121 mt), section 4.1.2.2 (Revised Annual
Catch Limit Specifications) of Framework Adjustment 53 (FW 53) in FY 2015. Discard
mortallty is estimated to account for approx1mately 85-90% of total GOM cod mortahty, Wlth the

haddock are considered simultaneously in the model because both species are Gflen caught on a
given recreational fishing trip, Model results also 1ndlcate that status quo recreatmnal GOM
recreational sub-ACL under consideration in Optlon 2 (3_72 mt_) A quantitative assessment of
the proposed GOM cod spawning protective measures on the recreational fishing industry,
section 4.2.1.2 (Additional GOM Cod Spawning Protection Méasures) is not possible given data
limitations, so the effect of the spawning protective measures iS discussed qualitatively as well as
ideas for different AMs that could potentially be ir
recreational discard mortality of both GOM cod and

Bioeconomic Model Overvie W

The recreational blOGCO]‘lOl’l’llC model used for the analy51s was reviewed by a panel consmtmg of
SSC members reprcsentlng both th NEFMC and the MAFMC and outside experts in September,
2012. Following the review, the ' model has been used by NMES to develop AMs for GOM cod

and haddock in FY_2013 nd FY 2014,

env1ronments reflect changes in angler behavior and fishing mortality. The model uses angler
behavioral data collected from an angler stated preference conjoint survey, biological
information about the current and projected stock structures of Gulf of Maine cod and haddock,
and historical recreational catch and effort data, The model accounts for length-based selectivity
by anglers, is dynamic, and is characterized by feedback loops between stock structures and
angler participation. Monte Carlo simulations are conducted and the mode] aggregates from the
micro-level choice occasion up to the fishing year level to estimate the costs and benefits of
alternative fisheries policies and the probability that those policies will achieve short-run
conservation objectives (meeting ACLs) and long-run conservation objectives (rebuilding
depleted fish stocks). For this assessment, the model was used to estimate how alternative size
limits, possession limits, and/or closed seasons will affect recreational fishing mortality and
angler effort during FY 2015 for both GOM cod and haddock.



Evaluation of Model Predictions

Final FY 2013 recreational mortality of GOM cod was estimated by the NEFSC to be 639 mt
and recreational mortality in FY 2014 is estimated at 422 mt (Table 1). The model-generated
predictions of recreational mortality were 36% lower for FY 2013 and 31% lower for FY 2014.
Although the reasons for the disparities are still being evaluated, several modifications were
recently made to the model which should reduce the discrepancies in FY 2015, First, the model
now incorporates both size limit and bag limit noncompliance according to historical
noncompliance rates developed from MRIP data. These data were derived from sampled angler-
trips and likely provide a lower bound estimate of noncompliance. Noncompliance varies by
year, wave, mode, and species and is a function of regulations and:éncounter rates, among other
things. For the FY 2015 assessment, noncomphance rates were: derived from available FY 2014

projections to actual MRIP effort data it was found that the 31mu1at10n approach underestimated
the total number of angler trips that targeted or caught GOM cod and haddock in FY 2013 and

FY 2014, and hence underestimated total mortality as well. Forthe FY 2015 assessment, the
algorlthm in the simulations was adjusted to account for the rate of effort underestimation found
in FY 2013 and FY 2014. In combination, these changes will result in higher model-generated
estimates of angler effort and mortality and should improve the predlctlve capability of the
model for evaluating FY 2015 AMs.

FY 2015 Mortality Projections Under Status Qu

The current AMs for recreational GOM of cod and haddock are shown in Table 2. The projected
effect that these measurés would have on mortality of GOM cod and haddock in FY 2015 are
shown in Figure 1. Recreational GOM cod mortality is estimated to be 549 mt under status quo
AMs. Apprommately 68% of the cod mortality is prOJected to be from landings and the
remaining 32% fr dlscard mortahty (assumes a30% discard mortality rate) Recreatlonal

mortality estlmates assocm‘ced with status quo measures are considerably higher
than the recreational sub-ACLs under consideration in Option 2 for GOM cod (121 mt) and
haddock (372 mt), section 4.1:2.2. In fact, the model predicts that the status quo measures have a
zero percent chance of keepmg mortality below the Option 2 targets for both GOM cod and

haddock.
FY 2015 Mortality Projections Under More Restrictive Size, Season, and Possession Limits

In addition to an assessment of status quo measures for FY 2015, more restrictive AMs were
analyzed in attempt to uncover measures that would have at least a 50% probability of achieving
the conservation objectives for FY 2015. Qut of 25 scenarios analyzed with varying
combinations of size limits, possession limits, and closed seasons for GOM of cod and haddock,
only two scenarios resulted in haddock mortality below the Option 2 (section 4.1.2.2) FY 2015



haddock recreational sub-ACL. None of the 25 scenarios resulted in cod mortality below the
Option 2 FY 2015 cod recreational sub-ACL, even with a possession limit of 0 cod for all of FY
2015. Table 3 shows the results of the two scenarios that have a high probability of keeping
haddock mortality below the Option 2 FY 2015 recreational sub-ACL and two other scenarios
that help to explain the projections.

Scenario 1 in Table 3 shows the mortality projections assuming a zero possession limit of cod for
all of FY 2015 and a three fish possession limit for haddock during a 4-month open season (May
1 through August 31). These accountability measures are projected to result in 280 mt of GOM
cod mortality and 480 mt of GOM haddock mortality, based on the medlan values from 100
model simulations. The projected probability that these accountability measures will keep
mortality below the Option 2 FY 20135 recreational sub-ACLs is:

Scenario 2 shows the mortality projections assuming the same AMS as Sbénano 1, except the
haddock possession limit is reduced from three to two ﬁsh This set of AMs 1s shghtly more

fishing trips
relative to Scenario 1. The smali decline in recreational ﬁshmg trips causes GOM cod mortality
to decline margmally to 276 mt and GOM haddock mortaht to: dechne to 415 mt; levels that

probability that these accountability measures will keep mort
recreational sub-ACLs is also zero accordm' 1o _the simulations

Scenario 3 shows the mortahty projections assummg the same AMs-as Scenario 2, except the
haddock mlmmum 51ze is reduced from 21”7 to 19” The reductlon in the m:mmum s1ze for

below the FY 2015 recreatlonal sub_ ACL value shown in Option 2 (372 mt). However, the
measures do little to change projected GOM cod mortality and the simulated probablhty that the
AMs would result m cod mortahty below the Option 2 FY 2015 sub-ACL remains at zero.

Scenarlo 4 maintains the same AMs as. Scenarlo 3, except the haddock minimum size is reduced
from 19”to 17”. Projected GOM haddock mortality declines even further under this reduction to
326 mt. The probability that’ these AMs would keep haddock mortality below the Option 2 FY
2015 recreational sub-ACL is. also 99% accordmg to the model simulations. GOM cod mortality
on the other hand, under thesc measures, remains well above the target sub-ACL value of 121
m‘t‘ L

The remaining scenarios that were analyzed, but not shown here, considered different
combinations of 2-month wave openings for GOM haddock in conjunction with 217, 197, and
177 size limits. A zero possession limit for GOM cod was assumed for all model runs. None of
the additional model runs had at least a 50% probability of achieving the mortality targets set for
under Option 2.

In summary, the AMs analyzed under Scenario 3 and 4 have a high probability of keeping
haddock mortality below the Option 2 recreational sub-ACL according to the model. The



median projected haddock mortality is lower under Scenario 3 than Scenario 4 though. In
contrast, projected GOM cod mortality is considerably higher than the Option 2 recreational sub-
ACL even under a zero possession policy for all of FY 2015. Therefore, in addition to a zero
possession limit, further AMs may be warranted to reduce GOM cod mortality in FY 2015.

FY 2015 Model Projection Uncertainty

As with any model, the further removed from prevailing conditions the less certain the
projections. The model is based on angler behavior under prevailing conditions and is designed
to predict behavioral responses associated with the implementation of different AMs (i.e.,
increase/decrease in the number of angler trips) However, retention of cod has never been

to compare the

anglers are able to adjust their behavxor and move to areas with lower concentrations of GOM
cod, discard mortality will be lower than projected )

the 9 fish possession hrmt T

retaining GOM cod.in FY 2015. Under a Zero possessron limit, all anglers that encounter a
GOM cod in FY 2015 will be affected by the prohrbltlon raising the likelihood that
noncomphance w1ll increase:

Lastly, un: - :rtamty assoelated wit _the MRIP data, the blologrcal projections, and the underlying

1:5-mortality projections as well.

Proposed\G.QM Spawning i bsure "'Areas to Recreational Bottom Fishing

closures would reduce angler effort and therefore mortahty, a substantial number of recreational
bottom fishing trips that catch cod and/or haddock would likely continue west of 70 degrees W
longitude in FY 2015.

The proposed spawning closures encompass the principal recreational bottom fishing locations in
the GOM and the majority of the recreational fishing access points in the GOM. As a result, all
three state management agencies will likely be unwilling to prohibit recreational fishermen from
bottom fishing in their waters. A prohibition on any type of rod and reel recreational fishing



activity has never been adopted by any state fishery management agency in the U.S. to reduce
mortality.

Approximately 85-90% of GOM cod and haddock mortality generally occurs in Federal waters
though. If anglers only catch GOM cod and haddock in state waters during FY 2015, a mortality
reduction would likely occur from the proposed spawning closures. The larger unknown,
however, is the level of noncompliance that will occur in federal waters under the spawning
closures. Even marginal differences in state and federal regulations increase noncompliance, so
an unprecedented change of prohibiting bcttom fishing i in federal waters but allowmg anglers to

waters during FY 2015 — thereby reducmg the conservation beneﬁt' 'f the spawning closures.

The proposed prohibition on recreational bottom fishing in the closed arcas will also generally be
unenforceable. Currently, virtually all enforcement of recteational fishing regulations is
conducted in state waters by State Law Enforcement Agencles The United States Coast Guard
(USCQG) has legal authority to enforce federal recreational fishing laws, but principally only
performs safety checks aboard recreational fishing boats. in state: waters. NOAA’s Office of Law
Enforcement also has legal authority to enforce federal recreational fishing laws, but their focus
is almost exclusively on compliance with commercial fishing regulations. Thus, since
enforcement mainly occurs only in state waters, where anglers will most likely be allowed to
bottom fish in FY 2015 during the proposed spawning closures, the potential for noncompliance
in the closed areas will be high. Some of the "omphance will be deliberate, but most will
likely be from private boat anglers that are simply unaware of the prohibition on bottom ﬁshmg
The level of noncompliance associated with the closed ateas is impossible to predict, but if it is
high the conservation benefit of thc closures erl be further eroded.

spawning clasure areas by speCles The averages are based on for-hire VTR landings from 2010
through September, 2014. :Landings during the proposed closure areas accounted for
approximately % of annual for-hire Jandings of Atlantic cod, haddock, pollock, white hake, and
redﬁsh Although possessmn of GOM cod could be prohlblted in FY 2015, with or Wrthout

degree of concentratlon implies that it will be difficult for for-hire businesses to move to
alternative areas that ho]_d__bcttom fish for their customers,

The sheer size of the proposed spawning closed areas will also make it difficult for for-hire
vessels, particularly the larger head boat vessels, to steam up to 60 miles through the closed areas
to open water fishing sites. The travel time required to traverse through the closed areas will
exceed the total time allotted for the most common type of for-hire trip offered by for-hire
businesses in the GOM: 4 or 6 hour fishing trips. Thus, implementation of the proposed

spawning closures would likely have a devastating effect on for-hire businesses operating in the
GOM.



The impact of the closures on private boat fishing in the GOM is less certain. Spatial data on
fishing locations are not available for private boat anglers, so the extent to which private boat
anglers fish in the proposed closed areas to bottom fish is unknown. However, since
approximately 80-85% of private boat catch of GOM cod and haddock takes place in federal
waters, it is likely that the vast majority occurs in the proposed spawning closures. Although the
closures would legally exclude private boat anglers from bottom fishing within the closed areas,
some level of bottom fishing will likely continue by private boat anglers within the closed areas
in FY 2015, Private boat anglers would also still be allowed to use pelagic gear to target
bluefish, striped bass, etc. within the proposed closures, thereby exacerbating the enforcement
problem. Ultimately, overall private boat fishing effort will likely decline; at least somewhat, if
recreational bottom fishing is prohibited in the proposed closed area The magnitude of the
decline though is unknown, i

Busmesses that support the recreational ﬁshmg 1ndustry will also be nnpacted 1f recreatlonal

indirectly affected bus:nesses would face revenue dechnes due to lower angler spendmg

Ideas for Different AMs

The primary source of GOM cod recreational fishing mortality in-FY 2015, under any of the
options being proposed, will be from discards.” Approxamately 85% of the GOM cod mortality
associated with the zero possession limit scenarios is estimated to be discard mortality (see Table
3). The discard mortality rate used in the analysis is 30%,’ the sathe rate used in the most recent
updated assessment, If meastires could be taken that reduce the discard mortality rate to 10% in
FY 2015, the simulation model predicts that GOM cod mortality would be lower than the Option
2 recreational sub-ACL of 121 mt (section 4.1.2.2) under both Scenario 3 and 4 shown in Table

numiber, ‘and email address are requested during sign-up. Information about current regulations
could be dlsplayed during on—hne sign-ups and distributed to licensing agents across the GOM.

has not been utlhzed to increase public awareness of management regulatlons by the three state
management agencies responsible for implementing regulations in the GOM or by NMFS.

The largest source of noncompliance by recreational fishermen is likely due to misunderstood
regulations. Simple email blasts, etc. sent out to permit holders would almost certainly go a long
way towards minimizing noncompliance due to ignorance. This is an inexpensive measure that
could have a large effect on reducing cod and haddock mortality in FY 2015, and unlike the
proposed spawning closure areas, would likely garner support from all three state management
agencies.



Another relatively inexpensive AM that could be implemented during FY 2015 to reduce discard
mortality is to require all anglers to use circle hooks for bait rigs and j-hooks for jigs while
bottom fishing in the GOM. Circle hooks have a long history of use (reviewed in Cooke and
Suski 2004) and have been shown to result in a very high incidence of mouth hook-ups, which
translate into higher survival rates of released fish. Since 2008, state and federal regulations in
the Gulf of Mexico require all recreational anglers fishing for any reef fish species in the Gulf of
Mexico to use circle hooks.

In addition to bait rigs, jigs are often used to bottom fish in the GOM. A switch from treble
hooks to j-hooks while jigging could also translate into reduced discard 'mortality. The vast
majority of studies that have investigated the effects of different hook designs on hooking injury
and mortality have found that treble hooks resulted in significantly greater mortality than other
hook types (for two examples see Ayvazian et al. 2002 and Diodati ariii}}Richards 1996).
Some anglers fishing in the GOM have been using circle hooks on bait rigs and :j-hooks on jigs
for years. Most anglers bottom fishing in the GOM, however, have not made the switch. Again,
unlike the proposed measure to prohibit bottom fishing within spe(:lﬁed time/area” _osures this

- gear medification would also likely garner support from_a]i three state management agencies.

The final proposed alternative AM that would decrease recreatlonal discard mortality in FY 2015
is to encourage or require anglers to utilize barotrauma descende evices when visible signs of

barotrauma are present, When ﬁsh are brought up from ‘depth, decr "'jsmg pressure allows gas to

properly released to: theit: respectlve depths as soon as possible (see Jarvis and Lowe 2008 and
Hannah and Matteson 2007) Barotrauma descender devices are inexpensive, widely available,
and allow for rapid recompression of fish:: These devices are utilized widely on the west coast to
reduce discard: mortahty of Pacific rockﬁsh and are currently being utilized by some for-hire
businesses in the GOM..

Givén tha all for-hire owners are familiar with the symptoms of barotrauma and some are
currently using barotrauma descender devices in the GOM to reduce release mortality, this AM
could be required aboard for-hite boats in FY 2015 with minimal disruption or added expense.
In contrast, many private boatanglers are likely not as familiar with barotrauma or the visible
signs of barotrauma so requiring private boat anglers to utilize descender devices is likely not
practical in FY 2015 without at least some level of education. Private boat anglers would be
encouraged, but not required, to use descender devices at least in early years of implementation.

In combination, or even in isolation, any of the inexpensive and practical AMs presented here
would likely have a substantial effect on reducing discard mortality of cod and all other bottom
caught fish by recreational fishermen in the GOM. Quantitatively, a decrease in the discard
mortality rate of GOM cod from the assumed level of 30% to 10% translates into 117 mt of total
GOM cod estimated mortality under Scenario 3 in Table 3 and 116 mt of total GOM cod
estimated mortality under Scenario 4 in Table 3. If the discard mortality was reduced as such,



this means that a zero possession limit for GOM cod in combination with a 2-fish possession
limit for haddock and minimum fish size of 17-19” during the months of May-Aug, results in
estimated FY 2015 cod mortality that is lower than the Option 2 recreational sub-ACL of 121 mt.
Model results for these scenarios, assuming a GOM cod discard mortality rate of 10% and a
haddock discard mortality rate of 30% are shown in Table 5. Under the conditions shown, the
AMs are estimated to have a 60-67% probability of keeping GOM cod recreational mortality
below its sub-ACL of 121 mt and a 100% probability of keeping GOM haddock recreational
mortality below its sub-ACL of 372 mt.

Although it is impossible to quantify the exact effect of the alternative AMs described in this
section on discard mortality, adoption of one or more of the measures would reduce discards and
ultimately discard mortality. Model results show that in combination with a zero possession
limit, a reduction in the discard mortality rate of GOM cod from 30% t6: 10% would negate the
need for additional time/area closures. :
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TABLES

Table 1- Evaluation of GOM Cod Mortality Projections.

GOM cod Actual (mt) Model (mt)
FY 2013 639 409 (36% lower)
FY 2014 609° 422 (31% lower)

* Mortality in FY 2014 was estimated from preliminary MRIP data for wave 3 (May-Jun) and wave 4
(July-Aug) and model predictions for wave 5 (Sept-Oct) and wave 2 of 2015 (April 16 — April 30). No
mortality was assumed for wave 6 based on historical MRIP data. :

Table 2- FY 2014 GOM Cod and Haddock AMS.

Species Possession  Minimum
Limit Size Limit
GOM cod 9 217 % :
GOM haddock 3 21 May 1 —Aug 31, Dec 1 —Feb 28
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FIGURES

Figure 1- FY 2015 Status Quo Mertality Projections.
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NEFSC SSB Recreational Catch and Effort Tables

Table 1. Gulf of Maine Recreational Catch Estimates by Fishing Year'

January 14, 2015

FY2012 FY2013 Fy2014>
Angler Trips® 194,589 194,912 181,622
Cod Catch {numbers, a+b1+b2) 957,497 729,541 680,445
Cod Kept (numbers, a+hl) 367,485 273,181 183,477
Cod Released {numbers, b2) 590,012 456,360 496,968
Cod Removals {numbers, a+b1+(0.3*b2}) 544,489 410,089 332,567
Cod Removals (weight®, mt) 758 610 561
Cod Avg. Catch Per Trip {(numbers) 4.9 3.7 3.8
Cod Avg. Kept Per Trip {(numbers) 1.9 1.4 1.0
Cod Avg. Released Per Trip (numbers} 3.0 2.3 2.7
Cod Avg. Weight of Kept Fish (weight“, Ibs) 3.8 4.1 5.3
Haddock Catch {(numbers, a+b1+b2) 455,898 601,846 810,643
Haddock Kept {(numbers, a+bl} 215,458 121,863 129,978
Haddock Released (numbers, b2) 240,440 479,983 680,665
Haddock Removals (numbers, a+b1+{0.5%b2)) 335,678 361,855 470,311
Haddock Removals (weight4, mt) 420 422 505
Haddock Avg. Catch Per Trip (numbers) 2.3 31 4.5
Haddock Avg. Kept Per Trip {(numbers) 1.1 0.6 0.7
Haddock Avg. Released Per Trip (numbers) 1.2 2.5 3.8
Haddock Avg. Weight of Kept Fish (weight4, ibs) 3.9 4.0 3.7

*Source: Available MRIP data as of Jan, 2, 2015

*Angler trips = number of trips that targeted and/or caught cod or haddock
3Data avallable for wave's 3, 4, and 5 in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.
*Alt weights are based on round weights calculated from MRIP length frequencies and length to weight

equations used in the assessments.
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Recreational Catch and Effort Tables

January 14, 2015

Table 4. Gulf of Maine Cod Catch in Fishing Year 2014 by Mode and Wave* (numbers of fish)

Wave

2 3 4 5 6
Head
Harvest {a+bl) 1,028 19,088 9,872 90 0
Released (b2} 1,542 33,041 38,194 1,882 0
Total {(a+bil+b2) 2970 52,129 48,066 1,972 0
Charter
Harvest (a+bl) 0 30924 19,996 0 0
Released {b2) 0 84636 33,352 2,871 0
Total (a+b1+b2) 0 115560 53,348 2,871 0
Private
Harvest {a+bl) 0 48,706 53,169 603 0
Released {(b2) 0 147,404 138,483 15,162 0
Total {a+bl+h2) 0 196,110 191,652 15,765 0
Shore
Harvest (a+b1) 0 0 0 0 0
Released {b2) 8] 0 0 0] 0
Total (a+bl+b2) 0 0 0 0 0
All Modes
Harvest (a+bl) 1,028 98,718 83,037 693 0]
Released (b2) 1,942 265,081 210,029 19,915 0
Total (a+b1+b2) 2,970 363,799 293,066 20,608 0

*Data available for wave's 3, 4, and 5 in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.
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Recreational Catch and Effort Tables

lanuary 14, 2015

Table 5. Gulf of Maine Haddock Catch in Fishing Year 2014 by Mode and Wave* {numbers of fish)

Wave

2 3 4 5 6
Head
Harvest {a+b1) 1,359 29,747 10,117 934 0
Released {(b2) 5,660 137,332 91,776 12,906 t]
Total {a+b1+b2) 7,019 167,079 101,893 13,840 0
Charter
Harvest (a+b1) 0 26,497 12,817 120 o]
Released (b2} ¢ 94,305 39,975 6,966 0
Total {a+b1+b2) 0 120,802 52,792 7,086 0
Private
Harvest {a+b1) 0 19,422 28,965 0 ¢
Released (b2) 0 133,761 139,311 18,671 0
Total (a+bl+b2) 0 153,183 168,276 18,671 0
Shore
Harvest (a+b1) 0 4] 0 0 0
Released {b2) 0 o 0 0 0
Total (a+b1+b2) 0 0 0 0 0
All Modes
Harvest {a+hbl) 1,359 75,666 51,899 1,054 0
Released {b2) 5,660 365398 271,062 38,543 C
Total (a+bl1+b2)} 7,019 441,064 322,961 39,597 0

*Data available for wave's 3, 4, and 5 in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.
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Recreational Catch and Effort Tables

January 14, 2015

Table 6. Gulf of Maine Cod Average Catch per Angler Trip1 by Fishing Year and Mode {numbers of fish)

Avg. Catch (a+b1+b2)

Maode FY2012 FY2013 FY2014°
Headboat 2.2 2.5 1.5
Charterboat 7.7 7.3 8.2
Privatehoat 5.3 3.9 4.4
Shore 0 0 0

1Angler trips = number of trips that targeted and/or caught cod or haddock

Data available for wave's 3, 4, and 5 in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.

Table 7. Gulf of Maine Haddock Average Catch per Angler Trip1 by Fishing Year and Mode {numbers of fish}

Avg. Catch (a+b1+b2)}

Mode FY2012 FY2013 FY2014>
Headboat 2.0 2.9 4.2
Charterboat 4.2 5.5 8.6
Privateboat 1.8 2.9 3.7
Shore 0 0 0

LAngler trips = number of trips that targeted and/or caught cod or haddock

*Data available for wave's 3,4,and 5 in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.

Table 8. Directed Gulf of Maine Angler Trips' by Fishing Year and Mode

Angler Trips
Mode FY2012 FY2013 FY2014°
Headboat 56,249 49,678 69,334
Charterboat 42,642 12,632 - 21,029
Privateboat 95,698 132,350 91,246
Shore 0 252 13
194,589 194,912 181,622

'Angler trips = number of trips that targeted and/or caught cod or haddock

2Data available for wave's 3, 4, and 5 in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.
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Table 9. All Guif of Maine Angler Trips® by Fishing Year and Mode

Angler Trips
Mode FY2012 FY2013 FY2014°
Headboat 85,307 104,442 132,518
Charterboat 94,969 91,475 78,167
Privateboat 1,267,652 1,607,619 1,339,474
Shore 1,097,018 734,628 1,052,651
2,544,946 2,538,164 2,602,810

‘Angler trips = all angler trips in Gulf of Maine
Data avallable for wave's 3, 4,and 5 in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.

Table 10. Directed Gulf of Maine Angler Trips1 by Fishing Year and Wave

Wave
2 3 4 5 6
FY2012 26,006 63,610 76,869 26,845 1,257 194,587
FY2013 2,629 53,947 72,530 65,807 0 194913
FY2014 2,629 77,801 91,468 9,723 0 181,621

1Angler trips = number of trips that targeted and/or caught cod or haddock
’Data available for wave's 3,4, and 5 in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.

Table 11. All Guif of Maine Angler Trips® by Fishing Year and Wave

] Wave
2 3 4 5 6
FY2012 35,251 901,593 1,175,250 420,345 12,507 2,544,846
FY2013 14,045 697,942 1,097,035 690,268 38,873 2,538,163
FY2014°> 14,045 541,285 1,461,148 547,456 38,873 2,602,307

1Angler trips = alf angler trips in Guif of Maine
’Data available for wave's 3,4, and 5 in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.

Table 12. Wave 5 {Sept-Oct) Directed Gulf of Maine Angler Trips1 by Fishing Year and Mode

Angler Trips
Mode FY2013 FY2014> % Change
Headboat 16,914 4,381 -74%
Charterboat 3,168 616 ~81%
Privatehoat 45,725 4,726 -90%
Shore 0 0 0%
65,807 9,723 -85%

‘Angler trips = number of trips that targeted and/or caught cod or haddock
*Data available for wave's 3,4, and 5 in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.
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Table 13. Wave 5 {Sept-Oct) All Guif of Maine Angler Trips® by Fishing Year and Mode

Recreational Catch and Effort Tables

Angler Trips
Mode FY2013 FY2014> % Change
Headboat 25,143 8,222 ~67%
Charterboat 5,941 4,717 -21%
Privateboat 452,731 214,960 -52%
Shore 206,453 319,557 55%
690,268 547,456 -21%

lI-\ngler trips = all angler trips in Gulf of Maine

January 14, 2015

’Data available for wave's 3, 4, and 5in FY2014. Data from wave 2, 2014 and wave 6, 2013 used as proxies.

Table 14. Example Length-Weight* Conversions for FY2014

Cod Haddock
Length (inches) Round Weight (Ibs)
16 1.53 1.63
17 1.84 1.95
18 2.1% 2.30
15 2.59 2.70
20 3.04 3.14
21 3.53 3.62
22 4.08 4.16
23 4,68 4.74
24 5.34 5.38
25 6.05 6.07
26 6.84 6.81

*All weights are based on round weights
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GROUNDFISH FISHERMEN

NOAA Fisheries Approves Framework 52 to the Groundfish Plag |
Southern Windowpane Flounder Restricted Gear Area Reduced in Size
Effective Date: January 14, 2015, through April 30, 2015

)

NEW ENGLAND FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

NOAA Fisheries has approved Framework Adjustment 52 to the Groundfish Fishery Management
Plan. Framework 52 contains two new measures allowing fishery managers to adjust accountability
measures (AMs) for southern and northern windowpane flounder. Now, we can reduce the size of
the AM restricted gear use area if the windowpane flounder stock is determined to be healthier than
expected under certain criteria. We can also shorten the duration of the restricted gear use area if the
fishery is able to reduce its harvest so that an underage of the mndowpane ﬂounder annual catch
limit occurs the year following an ovetage.”

Because of this approved Framework 52 criteria, the Large AM Area currently in place in southern
New England is being reduced to the Small AM Area for the rest of fishing year 2014 (through April
30, 2015). We are not modifying the current gear restricted areas for northern windowpane flounder
because none of the qualifying criteria included in Framework 52 were met. A map and coordinates
of the windowpane flounder AM areas are included below.

Frequently Asked Questions

Information on Framework 52 can be found at

Wherecan I | www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/sustainable/species/multispecies under the
find additional | “Federal Register Actions” tab. Additional information can be found on the New
information? | England Fishery Management Council’s webstte at www.nefinc.org/management-

plans/detail/northeast-multispecies.

How is it you
can reduce the

AMs are management controls to prevent annual catch limits from being exceeded and
to correct or mitigate catch overages. The first measure reduces the size of the AM
area restriction from large to small if two criteria are met: 1) The stock is considered
rebuilt; and 2) the “biomass criterion” is greater than the fishing year catch. If the

size of the biomass criterion is greater than the fishing year catch, it suggests the Large AM Area
Southern is unnecessary because the impacts of the overage on the stock may not be as
Windowpane | substantial as originally expected. In other words, we can reduce the AM from the
Flounder AM? | Large to the Small AM Area to mitigate the overage in a way that takes into account a
greater biomass in relation to fishing effort. Southern windowpane flounder meets
both of these requirements, while northern windowpane flounder does not.’
What is the “Biomass criterion” is defined as the 3-year average of the catch per tow from the
“hiomass three most recent fall surveys multiplied by 75 percent of Fygy (fishing mortality at
criterion?” maximum sustainable yield) of the most recent stock assessment.

For small entity compliance guides, this bulletin complies with section 212 of the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement and Fairness Act of 1996. This notice is authorized by the Regional Administrator of the National

Marine Fisheries Service, Greater Atlantic Region.
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Southern and Northern Windowpane Flounder AM Areas Through April 30, 2015.

Northern Windowpane Flounder Large AM Area

' Point | N, Latitude | W. Longitude
1| a0 67°40
| 2 | e 67°20"
L3 | 41000 67°20"
|4 | 41000 67°00"
|5 ] wso | 67000
|6 | a0 | erean
|1 | 42t | 67040

Southern Windowpane Flounder Small AM Area

Point ]I'TI Latitude[ W. Longitude
1 | 41710 [ 71°30°
| 2 | 4t 71°20'
| 3 | 40°50° 71°20'
| 4 [ 40°50 71°30’
I 1 41°10" 71°30
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Gear Restricted Areas for Windowpane Flounder Through April 30, 2015
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From: Michael Pierdinock
Date: January 19, 2015 at 5:37:12 PM EST NEW ENGLAND FIgHERY
L !

To: Jamie Cournane <jcournane@nefmc.org> MANAGEMENT COLING
Cc: Tom Nies <tnies@nefmc.org>, Barry Gibson <barrygibson6@aol.com>, "Frank Blount"
<francesfli@aol.com>, Dave Waldrip <captdave @relentlesscharters.com>, Charlie Wade
<cwadedd40@yahoo.com>, Paul Diodati <paul.diodati@state.ma.us>

Subject: Comments to Proposed Haddock Charter Boat and Recreational Bag Limits FY 2015

Reply-To: Michael Pierdinock <cpfcharters@yahoo.com>

Jamie:

In response to the Memorandum dated November 10th, 2014 by Jamie M. Cournane, PhD, Groundfish
Plan Coordinator to the Groundfish Committee, Biological and Economic Impacts Analysis for
Framework Adjustment 53 {FW 53} to the Multispecies (Groundfish) Fishery Management Plan,
Accountability of Potential Recreational Fishing Accountability Measures for FY 2015, a summary of
guestions and comments is set forth below.

Evaluation of Model Predictions {page 2): Please provide additional details of the aigorithm
adjustments. It appears that the final model that was selected was "to reduce the discrepancies for FY
2015." If the landing data is flawed which | believe to be the case was the mode! seiected that was the
hest fit for the flawed data?

Flawed or inconsistent data is as follows:

The Table 1, haddock catch numbers in 2014 indicate an increase of 208,797 fish while the season was
shortened by a full two months and the average catch per angler per trip was 0.7 fish. Even though we
relied more heavily on haddock since fewer keeper cod were available that is not consistent with our
data or observations.

Table 9 (All Guif of Maine Angler Trips By Fishing Year and Mode) indicates 78,167 angler trips on
charter boats during FY 2014. This would mean on a typical six pack charter boat with six anglers there
would be seventy-two charter boats fishing every day for six months from mid Aprit through mid
November which is certainly not the case with New England weather and fewer charters due to elevated
fuel prices, the economy and lack of cod resulting in patrons fishing elsewhere.

Table 9 indicates GOM trips for an assumed all species from the "Shore” that is inconsistent with Tables
2 through 8, that indicates 0 landings of cod/haddock from the Shore {no cod or haddock from the shore
makes sense). What is the basis of the "Shore" data in Table 9 if it is not found in Tables 2 through 8 and
does this impact the FY 2015 results?

Table 1 indicates that during 2014 there was 680,4453 haddock caught based on the total of landed and
released fish. Of those 129,978 were kept and 680, 665 were released resulting in the landings being
19% of ali caught fish. This appears to be a result of the 22" minimum size limit.

The Marine Recreational Information Program {MRIP) data for the charter boat/fore hire vessel landings
and recreational landings is significantly flawed. Does each state record the landing data the same:
VTRs, dockside interviews and random phone calls? | can only attest for what takes place in
Massachusetts, is the process the same in the other states that we are relying on for this data?

We have had more than one example this past year where a charter boat completed and submitted a
VTR to NOAA and a dockside interview was conducted by MassDMF of the recreational anglers that paid
for the trip. These were not Quantech interviews associated with HMS species these were MassDMF
interviews. Is this double dipping? in addition, | have little confidence in a typical angler leaving the

e/ Y



charter adequately representing what was landed on the charter and what was returned to the sea. The
numbers they provide are typically higher than what was truly landed or returned to the sea.

“The MRIP data relies significantly on random phone call and dockside interviews, The random phone
calls are flawed since in the event that for example 50 phone calls are made in one day and only one
angler answers the phone and reports landing fish then an interpellation or estimation is made of the
other fish landed by the anglers that could not be reached via phone. The same flaw occurs with the
dockside interviews and for example if there is foul weather and only one boat is available for an
interview from the entire state that leaves the dock and that one boat iands fish than an estimation or
interpellation is made of the landings at all of the harbors within the state where no interviews took
place. This is not reality, we have stated before the data does not look right and the methodology of
data collection significantly flawed and our FY 2015 quotas are based on flawed science. Unfortunately
the scheduled revisions to the MRIP over the next 3 years will be too late unless the detrimental
economic impact to the charter boat/fore hire fleet, recreational angles and all of those that rely on the
fishery to make a living is taken into consideration when rendering the decision.

The 50% mortality rate is arbitrary and due to lack of research. There is recent research that has been
conducted by the University of New England that indicates a 13 to 25% mortality rate for cod/haddock
that will not be published for the next year. Prohibiting the use of treble hooks and recommending the
use of circle or I hooks (where applicable, bait and jigs respectively) and alternative release methods
are encouraged to reduce mortality. Additional education is recommended. ! would recommend
reducing the minimum size limit from 22" to 17” which will result in anglers throwing back less fish and
ultimately reducing mortality.

Please consicler a bag limit which will attract customers allowing charter and party boats to stay in
business. A nine fish bag limit at 17” would still attract customers. This does not mean anglers will
catch nine fish but provide the perception to bring them on board. If there needs to be a smaller bag
limit for the private boater who has the opportunity to fish multiple times compared to the for hire
customer who only goes a single time a year it will allow the for hire boat to stay afloat. This is already
in effect for several species around the country.

In summary, | recommend that you not implement a 2 or 3 haddock bag limit based on flawed MRIP
data and to help the boats in the charter/party industry attract customers and continue in a fishery that
is decades old. It will also help the private boater with an increase in the bag limit and decrease in size.
If possible consider removing the two manth closure on GOM haddock during September and October
that can help not only the charter boat fleet but recreational anglers, docks, bait shops etc.

If you have any questions, please email or give me a call.

Thanks

Capt. Mike Pierdinock

CPF Charters "Perseverance"

Recreational Fishing Alliance - Massachusetts Chairman

Stellwagen Bank Charter Boat Association - Board of Directors

Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary Advisory Council - Recreational Seat
New England Fishery Management Council - Enforcement Advisory Panel



New England Fishery Management Council
50 WATER STREET l NEWBURYPORT, MASSACHUSETTS 01950 | PHONE 978 455 0492 | FAX 978 465 3116
E.F, “Terry” Stockwell L, Chairman | Thomas A. Nies, Executive Direcior

January 16, 2015

Mr. John Bullard

GARFO Regional Administrator
NMFES/NOAA Fisheries

55 Great Republic Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930

RE: Submission of Framework Adjustment 53 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP
Dear John:

On January 16, 2015, my staff electronically submitted Framework Adjustment 53 to the
Northeast Multispecies Fishery Management Plan (FMP), including the Environmental
Assessment and associated appendices, to your staff in the Sustainable Fisheries Division at the
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office. The measures proposed in Framework 53
recommend changes in to status determination for Georges Bank yellowtail flounder,
specifications for several groundfish stocks for FY 2015- FY 2017, and modifications to
commercial and recreational management measures (including measures to protect Gulf of
Maine cod while allowing access to healthy groundfish stocks, to establish default groundfish
specifications, and to modify sector ACE carryover provisions).

Please note that the following changes will be addressed prior to the final submission of the
action: '

e Section 6.56: Fishing Communities - update Tables 42, 52-55- in the Affected
Environment -using the FY 2013 Groundfish Performance Report

o Section 7.4: Economic Impacts- split off the methods into an appendix and reformat the
section in the main document to reflect this change

e Section 8.11: Regulatory Impact Review- complete entire section

Upon review of the Framework 53 document, please communicate any comments and/or need

for further document revision directly to me. Pleasc contact me if you have questions.

Sincerely,

W/ﬁ/ﬂ/&"/’/

Thomas A. Nies
Executive Director






UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Qceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHMERIES SERVICE

. GREATER ATLANTIC REGIGNAL FISHERIES OFFICE
55 Great Republic Drive ’
Gloycester, MA 01930-2276

JAN 219

Thomas A, Nies
Executive Director
New England Fishery Management Council

JAN 212015

50 Water Street, Mill 2 NEW ENGLAND FISHERY
Newburyport, MA 01950 MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
Dear Tom:

On October 2, 2014, the Council passed a motion “that the Council Chair send a letter to
Regional Administrator requesting that, if emergency action is taken that includes measures that
apply to recreational anglers, the regional administrator mail a Greater Atlantic Region bulletin
describing the measures to all licensed saltwater anglers in, at a minimum, ME, NH, and MA
using address information from the National Saltwater Angler Registry.” In your October 15,
2014, letter, you emphasized that, due to the sizeable amount of Gulf of Maine cod harvested by
recreational anglers, the Council feels it is very important to inform the recreational component
of the fishery of all regulatory changes.

Together, there are over 340,000 registered anglers in Maine, New Hampshire, and
Massachusetts, In fishing year 2013, recreational catches in the Gulf of Maine were 45 percent
of the total cod catch and 57 percent of the total haddock catch. I agree that we need to improve
outreach to the recreational community, but we were unable to send a letter to all licensed
saltwater anglers in these states because the cost was prohibitive. However, we have been
working on the development and implementation of an expanded outreach program to connect
with and inform recreational anglers. Our Stakeholder Engagement Division (which includes
our port agents), our recreational fishing coordinator, and other staff have reached out to the Gulf
of Maine states to begin collaborating on recreational fishing outreach. Additionally, staff
members will be attending regional fishing and boating shows to distribute information, answer
questions, and expand relationships with the recreational fishing industry. Staff members are
scheduled to give presentations to some local fishing clubs, and port agents will be visiting for-
hire docks and bait and tackle shops to distribute information. We are increasing our use of
social media (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, text alerts) and are collaborating with sportfishing
organizations to link to our information from their websites. We also plan to collaborate with
media to communicate information in print and on television. The current focus of this outreach
is the interim Gulf of Maine cod recreational measures, but this spring the focus will transition to
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measures for fishing year 2015. As the 2015 measures become known, these efforts will expand
to the remaining other states and areas covering the entire groundfish fishery.

LIf yot; have any add_i_tipnal questions or concerns, please contact the Sustainable Fisheries
“Diviston at (97 8)-281-9315.

Sincerely,

John K. Bullard
/%egional Administrator



